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I. INTRODUCTION 
The Twin Cities has a national reputation for generous private philanthropy. 
Corporation and foundation giving totaled over $180 million in 1982. Additionally, the 
philanthropic community here enjoys a reputation as one of the most innovative and 
responsive in the United States, an opinion cited frequently in local media and national 
publications. However, a little-raised question in philanthropy is "Who benefits?" A 
practice of generosity still leaves the question of to whom the money goes. 
Usually the closest this question comes to being addressed is through breakdowns of 
grantmaking into broad categories such as education, health or social services. These 
categories indicate what types of activities receive support, but fail to show whom the 
grants are intended to benefit. This study addresses this serious gap in the information 
available about philanthropy., 
Philanthropy, and charity in general, is often regarded as a unique American 
mechanism of remedying ills that exist in society. Nonprofits are seen as an important 
force of pluralism, and they are able to tackle problems in ways that complement the 
actions of government, The nonprofit sector can be a source of innovation, can increase 
government accountability and responsiveness, and can give voice and opportunities to 
those at the bottom of the social and economic ladders. 
The problems of the neediest are increasing despite a major economic recovery. 
Between 1979 and 1982, the number of U.S. families living in poverty rose by 4 7 .2 
percent. Women with children led the list. One-fourth of children now live in poverty. In 
the Twin Cities in 1980, one in every four minority families were living in poverty, 
compared to one in twenty white families. Twin Cities racial minorities fared worse in 
these statistics than in twenty-five other metropolitan areas. As the recovery crests, 
143,000 Minnesotans remain unemployed. Many northern Minnesota counties have 10-20 
percent unemployment. On the White Earth Indian Reservation it is 85 percent. 
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Many people thrive and succeed in Minnesota, but the top and. the bottom are 
growing apart and the bottom is getting larger. Three major reports in the past year have 
called for greater resources being devoted to this problem: the Minneapolis Emergency 
Needs Project, Report and Recommendations, the Minneapolis Urban Coalition's The 
Unseen City report, and the Countryside Council's Economic Stress Task Force report. 
It is out of these broad concerns that this study was initiated to determine to what 
extent Minnesota philanthropy addresses these social needs. This research poses three 
main questions: How much money do Minnesota foundations provide to disadvantaged 
groups and programs? What percentage of funds go to greater Minnesota versus Twin 
Cities organizations? What percentage of philanthropic dollars for disadvantaged people 
goes to organizations governed by constituencies of the disadvantaged? This study seeks 
to focus attention on how foundations can direct more of their resources to meet the 
needs of the disadvantaged and thus begin to address the gap between the top and bottom 
of the economic ladder. 
To answer these questions, and to initiate a dialogue between nonprofit 
organizations and foundations, the Philanthropy Project conducted this study of thirty-
three of the forty largest Minnesota grantmakers by categorizing over 8,000 grants made 
in 1982. This report discusses the results of that research and recommends ways to 
improve grantmaking. 
In addition, each studied foundation and corporation will be given data on its 
grantmaking, with percentage breakdowns by beneficiary groups. It is hoped this will set 
the stage for a discussion regarding poten1ial funding increases in this area. 
We wish to thank the foundation staffs for the time and careful attention they gave 
our research requests. Their positive responses, verification of data and corrections 
permitted this study to be as complete and thorough as it is. 
-2-
II. RESEARCH DESIGN 
This study examined to what extent Minnesota's top forty foundations and corporate 
giving programs (hereinafter referred to simply as foundations) made grants intended -to 
benefit disadvantaged people. The recently published Minnesota Council on Foundations 
list of the "Minnesota 1982 Largest Grantmaking Foundations" was used as a guide to 
select the forty foundations. Together, these foundations represent $135,682,001 or 75 
percent of the total amount given by Minnesota foundations. Approximately 500 other 
foundations account for the remainder of foundation giving in Minnesota. 
To determine the percentage of grant monies that benefit the disadvantaged, it was 
necessary to examine each grant made by the subject foundations in 1982. To accomplish 
this task the following information was needed for each foundation grant: the grant 
recipient (organization), the amount of each grant, the purpose of each grant, and the 
constituency of the beneficiary organization. Because such information could be obtained 
only for grants from thirty-three out of the largest forty foundations, the results are 
. 
based on these thirty-three foundations. These foundations gave a total of $118,080,395 
in 1982. This represents 65 percent of the total amount given by Minnesota foundations 
for that period. This sample is a valuable predictor of the entire amount, particularly 
given a strong correlation between foundation size and extent of foundation support for 
the disadvantaged. 
The Philanthropy Project adopted the following definition of disadvantaged. "The 
disadvantaged are those groups who have been systematically denied full participation in 
the life of society by political, social, economic, religious, cultural or other barriers." 
Based on this definition, three major groupings of disadvantaged constituencies were 
selected: l} Racial Minorities, 2} Women, and 3) Other Disadvantaged--this last category 
is predominately low income and includes the following: 
handicapped 
unemployed 
senior citizens 
mentally ill, mentally impaired 
illiterates 
disabled veterans 
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This study also examines governance as a significant factor in the ability of groups 
serving disadvantaged people to attract funding. To differentiate among levels of 
constituency control, this study identifies three different kinds of organizations: 
1. Organizations that serve a disadvantaged constituency and are controlled by 
that constituency, e.g.: Centro Cultural Chicano--controlled by Chicanos, 
Gray Panthers--controlled by senior citizens, Minnesota Working Women--
controlled by women. 
2. Organizations that serve the disadvantaged exclusively but are not controlled 
by the disadvantaged, e.g.: Lake County Food Bank--serves low income 
people, Association for Retarded Citizens, Minnesota Literacy Council. 
3. Organizations that are involved in other efforts but have one or more projects 
devoted to helping the disadvantaged, e.g.: Lutheran Social Services--grant 
for shared housing program for the elderly, Washington Association of 
Churches--grant for workshop on teenage pregnancy, Macalester College--
grant for the Minority Student Program. The grants in this third category 
were identified by the statement of purpose of each grant. 
The grants were also categorized, according to their geographic location: 
• Twin Cities (TC) grants given by Minnesota foundations to organizations 
located in the seven-county metropolitan area. 
• Minnesota (MN) grants given by Minnesota foundations to organizations 
located in Minnesota outside the metropolitan area. 
• Other State (OS) grants given by Minnesota foundations to local organizations 
located in any of the remaining forty-nine states. 
• National grants (NT) given by Minnesota foundations to national or 
international organizations regardless of their location. 
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Research Process 
The initial step in gathering the information for this study was requesting 
foundations' 1982 annual reports. Many foundations and corporations publish thorough 
annual reports, and others were very helpful in making information available. However, 
the research was hampered by the fact that: 
• Only 50 percent of the top forty foundations publish annual reports. (Such 
publication is not required by law.) 
• Only 61 percent of these published reports list the organization, purpose and 
amount for each grant. 
• Only one annual report consistently reported the constituency for whom the 
grant was intended. 
When a complete annual report was not available for a community or private 
foundation, the information was obtained from IRS 990 tax forms, which are public 
information. Foundations are required by law to provide on this tax form specific 
information for each grant: the purpose, the amount, and the recipient organization. 
However, some foundations fail to fulfill these minimum requirements, particularly failing 
to list the purpose of grants or the location of grantees. The publicly available 
information, therefore, was often not sufficient to make a determination of who the 
beneficiaries were. 
Corporate tax returns are not publicly available; therefore, information on 
corporate grant programs is available only when corporations choose to release it. 
Additional information was requested from foundations and corporations; some were 
helpful and willing to cooperate. If the necessary information could not be obtained, the 
foundation or corporation was dropped from the study. The foundations remaining in the 
study included nine of the largest ten, twenty-three of the largest twenty-five and 
twenty-seven of the largest thirty. 
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Determining the constituency of each recipient organization and its governing body 
was also difficult at times, particularly for out of town organizations. Telephone calls, 
published literature, direct knowledge of the Philanthropy Project staff and board, and 
cooperation from foundations themselves were used to complete the information on 
governance. 
When examining the grants the key question pertained to the intended beneficiaries 
of each grant, that is, the specific population for which the grant was intended. A grant 
was considered to benefit the disadvantaged when the targeted population was a racial 
minority, women, or any of the groups listed in the other disadvantaged category. Many 
grants were intended for general populations, and racial minorities, women, or other 
disadvantaged may be incidental beneficiaries. These grants were not counted, e.g., a 
grant to the University of Minnesota for general operating support. While such a grant 
may incidentally benefit some disadvantaged people, it was not targeted to them, and 
therefore not categorized as a disadvantaged grant. Similarly, organizations or programs 
for the disadvantaged have some clients or other beneficiaries that are not disadvantaged. 
The data for each foundation was put onto summary forms. A copy of this form is 
included as Appendix D. A discussion of methodology and research problems is included as 
Appendix E. After the data for each foundation included in the study was gathered and 
grants were assigned to the study categories, the grants list was sent to each foundation 
for verification, additions and/or omissions, before the totals and percentages were 
finalized. 
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III. RESEARCH FINDINGS 
Overall percentages for the disadvantaged. 
28% 
This chart represents the percentage given to the disadvantaged by the foundations 
that were included in the study. The total amount given by these foundations was 
$118,080,395. From this total, the disadvantaged received 28 percent or $33,377,511. 
The ,percentages for each foundation ranged from 1.6 percent to 78.7 percent. The 
median was 26.0. (See Table 4 in Appendix F for a complete distribution of the 
percentages.) 
The total amount of money given by a single foundation to the disadvantaged also 
showed a broad range, from $12,500 to $8,778,044. (These numbers do not necessarily 
correspond to the highest and lowest percentages.) 
The thirty-three foundations included in the study represent 65 percent of the total 
philanthropic dollars in l'\~innesota in 1982. There is statistically, however, a significant 
correlation between the total amount of grants each foundation made in l 982 and the 
percentage of this total that was designated for the disadvantaged; the larger the 
foundation, the larger the percentage tended to be. This statistical measure, in addition 
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to the lack of support which Philanthropy Project members have received from 
foundations smaller than those included in this study, leads to the conclusion that 28 
percent is probably the upper limit of the total amount of foundation giving to the 
disadvantaged in Minnesota. (See chi-square table in Appendix E.) 
The size of the grants to the disadvantaged varied from foundation to foundation. 
The average size grant to the disadvantaged from the private foundations was larger than 
' 
the average grant from the corporate foundations. The former was $26,000 while the 
latter was $5,500. This difference reflects the giving patterns of three of the private 
foundations which tended to give much larger than average grants. Eliminating these 
three foundations, the average grant size for the private foundations dropped by half to 
$13,223. This is still almost two and one-half times the average corporate grant. This 
does not mean that corporate foundations gave less to the disadvantaged, in total. Of the 
largest fifteen foundations included in this study, eight are corporate foundations. The 
lower average grant for corporate foundations is a function of these foundations tending 
to make many more grants than private foundations. 
Geographic Distribution 
.72 .7% T\vin Cities 
9.7% Minnesota 
National 1.9% 
15.6% 
Other State 
This chart represents the geographic distribution of the 28 percent given to the 
disadvantaged by the thirty-three foundations included in the study. 
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The Twin Cities area received the highest percentage, 72.7 percent ($24,274,713). 
Organizations or programs in Minnesota outside the metropolitan area received 9.7 
percent ($3,240,048). The second highest percentage, 15.6 percent ($5,206,162) was given 
to the Other States classification. The percentage for the National category was 1.9 
percent. 
Three of the thirty-three foundations included in the study are located outside the 
Twin Cities area. Two of these foundations, by the terms of their trust instrument, give 
grants only in a certain geographic region that does not include the Twin Cities, the third 
one makes most of its grants in a specific region outside the metropolitan area, but it also 
provides funding in the other geographic areas. The amount given by these three 
foundations to the disadvantaged accounted for over one-third (3.8 percent) of the amount 
in the MN classification. 
The remaining thirty foundations are located in the Twin Cities metropo,itan area. 
The percentages for the geographic distribution of these foundations were as follows: 
Twin Cities, 7 5.5 percent; Minnesota, 6.2 percent; Other State, 16.3 percent; National, 2.0 
percent. Some of these foundations, by design, focus their grant program within the Twin 
Cities metropolitan area. Others have substantial grant-making programs in other states. 
This is particularly true for corporate foundations which have affiliates, branch offices, or 
important investments in other parts of the country. Half of these thirty foundations 
made grants to national organizations for a total of $655,588; the other half made no 
grants in this category. 
The size of the average grant for each geographic area had the same pattern as the 
percentages. The highest average was found in the Twin Cities area, $14,296. The 
National classification had the lowest $7,725. The Minnesota category had an average 
grant of $10,686; $11,492 was the average grant for the Other States classification. 
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Percentages for each of the constituency groups. 
~8% Racial Minorities 
18.3% Other Disadvantaged 
This graphic shows how the 28 percent given to the disadvantaged is distributed 
among the three constituency groups: Racial Minorities, Women and Other 
Disadvantaged. 
The Racial Minorities group received 6.8 percent of the total funding ($8,057,975). 
The Women's category received the smallest percentage, 3.1 percent ($3,709,686). The 
largest percentage was allocated to the Other Disadvantaged category, 18.3 percent 
($21,613,350). 
Grants to women's colleges, by definition, were included in the Women's group. 
Those grants amounted to $892,197, or 0.7 percent of Minnesota foundation grants. The 
total amount of funding received by women's programs or organizations, excluding 
women's colleges, was 2.4 percent ($2,817,489), and the average grant $7,810. These 
figures as well as the total number of grants (475) were the lowest among the three 
groupings of disadvantaged constitutencies. 
The average grant size for racial minorities was $12,334. The largest grants 
allocated in this grouping were made to the United Negro College Fund or to United 
Negro College Fund member schools; a total of $2,091,612 was given in these ways. This 
amount represents 26 percent of the $8,057,975 given to racial minorities. It also 
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represents 1.8 percent of the total amount given to the disadvantaged and 40.2 percent of 
the amount given to the disadvantaged in other states. When grants for these colleges 
were deleted, the overall percentage given to racial minorities dropped to 5 percent, and 
the average grant size to just under $10,000. In other words, racial minori~y organizations 
or programs in Minnesota received no more than 5 percent of the total amount given by 
the thirty-three foundations in 1982. 
The large percentage of funds going to the Other Disadvantaged group is due, in 
part, to grants given to the United Way by Minnesota foundations. $9,285,825 (7.9 
percent) of the total amount of money given by the thirty-three foundations included in 
this study was given to United Ways in Minnesota and other states. Half of this amount 
was included in the study as explained in Appendix E. 
The Other Disadvantaged grouping also received the largest number of grants. The 
average grant size of $11,500 was slightly smaller than the average grant for racial 
minorities, but larger than the adjusted average here (after grants to colleges were 
deleted). In this grouping, the largest grants went to the United Ways of Minneapolis and 
St. Paul. But numerous small grants also went to United Ways throughout Minnesota and 
other states. (Refer to Table 4 in Appendix F for a complete distribution of the total 
percentages for each constituency group for every foundation.) 
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Distribution of the percentages for each constituency, by governance. 
11 
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8 
, 7 
6 
5 
4 
3 
2 
1 
0 
1 2 
Racial 
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3 2 
Women 
Other 
Disadvantaged 
This graphic represents the percentages that each constituency (racial minorities, 
women, and other disadvantaged) received in each of the three governance categories (1, 
2, and 3). Again, 
• The number 1 represents organizations that serve a disadvantaged constituency 
and are controlled by that constituency. 
• The number 2 represents organizations that serve the disadvantaged exclusively 
but are not controlled by them. 
• The number 3 represents organizations with other purposes but have a program 
for the disadvantaged. 
Racial minorities received the highest percentage in category 1 and the lowest in 
category 2. The Womens grouping showed a similar pattern. 
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As with average size of grant, in both the Women and Racial Minorities groupings, 
the percentages for classification 1 were heavily influenced by grants to educational 
institutions. After these grants were deleted, the percentage for racial minorities in 
category 1 dropped to 3.3 percent and for women in this category to 1.6 percent as shown 
in the following tables. 
Overall Percentages for Racial Minorities 
and Women in Categories I, 2, and 3 
Racial minorities 
Women 
1 
5 .1 
2.4 
2 
0.3 
0.2 
3 
1.4 
0.5 
Percentages for Racial Minorities and Women After 
Substracting Grants to Women's Colleges and to the 
United Negro College Fund and its Members 
Racial minorities 
Women 
1 
3.3 
1.6 
2 
0.3 
0.2 
3 
1.4 
0.5 
Average Grant Sizes for the Three Governance 
Categories by Constituency Groups 
Racial Minorites Women Other Disadvantaged 
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
$11,729 $8,780 $14,420 $7,284 $10,953 $9,675 $9,248 $9,552 $13,000 
The Other Disadvantaged category had a different pattern here than those of Racial 
Minorities and Women. The highest percentage for Other Disadvantaged was in category 
3, at 10.4 percent ($12,340,828) and the second highest, 6.1 percent ($7,145,318) was in 2. 
The lowest percentage, 1.8 percent ($2,127,204) was in category 1. The United Way was 
placed in the Other Disadvantaged category under 3. The percentage for the United 
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Way (3.9) here accounts for more than one-third of the 10.4 percent in this classification. 
(See Tables 1-3 in Appendix F for a complete distribution of the percentages for each 
constituency and each governance category.) 
, Relative proportional distribution of funds divided among 
governance categories within each constituency group. 
9.0 
80 
70 
60 
50 
40 
30 
20 
10 
0 
1 2 
Racial 
Minorities 
3 2 3 
Women 
1 2 3 
Other 
Disadvantaged 
This chart shows the relative proportional distribution of funds divided among the 
governance categories 1, 2, and 3 for each of the constituency groups. Of the total 
amount given to Racial Minorities, 72 percent was allocated to constituency controlled 
organizations (/11). The percentage for organizations that serve the disadvantaged (112) 
was 4 percent and 22 percent went to organizations with a program for the disadvantaged 
(/13). For women's organizations and programs, classification fl 1 accounted for 76 
percent, 8 percent for 112, and 16 percent to II 3. 
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Organizations with constituency control (category 1) received the largest 
percentage in both the Women and Racial Minorities categories, a percentage that was 
substantially higher than the second largest percentage in category 3 (other organizations 
program for the disadvantaged). 
This pattern reversed itself in the Other Disadvantaged category. Here, the largest 
percentage went to category 3, 56 percent, and the percentage for category 2, 34 percent, 
was four times larger than it was for women and eight times larger than it was for racial 
minorities. The percentage for category 1 was the lowest of the three at 10 percent. 
The high percentage in category 3 can be explained, partly, by the grants allocated 
to the United Way. 21.5 percent of the amount given to the Other Disadvantaged 
grouping went to the United Way. The high percentage in category 1 in the first two 
groupings indicates that foundations fund organizations run by women and racial 
minorities, but not by the constituency's included in the Other Disadvantaged grouping. 
The average size grants given to organizations in classifications 1 and 2 were very 
similar, $9,704 and $9,565 respectively. In category 3, the average size grant was 
approximately 33 percent higher at $13,383. 
In aggregate, the disadvantaged received approximately 38 percent of the number of 
grants while they received 28 percent of the money. This seems to indicate that the size 
of grants given to the disadvantaged are smaller, on the average-even including women 
and minority education institutions--than grants given to other organizations. 
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IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The analysis of the 8,000 foundation grants studied provides the first measure of the 
extent of foundation support for the disadvantaged. The twenty-eight percent figure can 
neither be cited as a high or a low figure, but must serve as a benchmark and starting 
point for a public discussion of the role of philanthropy. 
The data leads to several specific conclusions: 
1) Larger foundations tend to target a higher percentage of their total funds to 
benefit disadvantaged people. 
2) Most (72.7 percent) of the funds for the disadvantaged went to the Twin Cities 
area. 
3) Most grants intended to benefit women or racial minorities go to organizations 
controlled by them. 
· 4) Grants intended to benefit low income or handicapped people tend to go to 
organizations controlled by others. 
5) Overall, racial minorities and women receive a small share of philanthropy 
given the concentration and depth of problems facing them. 
6) The size of grants to benefit disadvantaged people tend to be smaller than 
other grants. 
By structure and origin, philanthropy represents wealth and success, and does not 
overlap significantly with low income, non-white or handicapped populations. For 
foundation boards to support the disadvantaged, trustees 'must make a conscious effort to 
educate themselves and target funds to benefit people they otherwise have little contact 
with. The 28 percent of philanthropy that benefits disadvantaged people shows that many 
foundations have taken into account the needs of the disadvantaged. while faced with 
competing requests from other parts of the nonprofit sector. 
The 28 percent funding for the disadvantaged is not an average figure that holds 
across all foundations, but one that varies from 1.6 percent to 78.7 percent. Foundations 
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making grants of $1.5 million or more tended to have a greater percentage of funds to the 
disadvantaged than those making grants that totaled less than $1.5 million. Some of the 
factors that probably influence this include the fact that larger foundations have more 
staff, greater visibility, and receive more funding requests from organizations that serve 
the disadvantaged (as shown by a separate study of the fundraising patterns of ninety 
nonprofit organizations that serve disadvantaged people by the Philanthropy Project). 
It is important to note that some foundations are limited by trust instruments to 
certain geography or subject areas, and thus have a limited ability to change grant 
patterns. In no case, however, does a trust instrument of the largest forty foundations 
preclude grants that benefit disadvantaged people. 
While the overall level of support is significant, several subgroups receive a very 
small proportion, specifically--women, racial minorities, and disadvantaged people in 
greater Minnesota. The smalf share for racial minorities and women is particularly 
striking if the non-higher education grant percentages are examined for each group, 
leaving 5.5 percent for racial minorities and 2.4 percent for women. The large percentage 
to the Twin Cities follows from the metropolitan location of thirty of the thirty-three 
foundations studied, a custom of corporate funders to focus on headquarters or plant 
locations, the urban location and familiarity of trustees, and the media's urban focus. As 
a result, there are proportionately fewer grantseeking nonprofits in greater 'v1innesota, 
despite the fact that half the state's population lives outside the metropolitan area. 
Philanthropy is not the last hope for any disadvantaged group, but is a key resource. 
Foundation grants often function as a crucial element in closing the gap between 
constituency support and government funding (where it exists). Because the beneficiaries 
tend to be of low or, at best, moderate income, constituency support in the form of fees, 
dues, memberships and donations tends to be limited, and a single grant may make a 
critical difference in the organization's ability to pursue its mission. 
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More importantly, foundation grants function as the venture capital needed to 
address problems in a new way. While they are much smaller than government funds 
applied to the same area, foundation dollars frequently have more flexibility and thus 
support innovation and initiative. 
For the disadvantaged, programs provided by local self-governed organizations often 
work with and use grass roots ideas and culturally appropriate approaches more 
effectively than external bureaucracies. It is significant that grants for racial minorities 
and women tended to go to self-governed organizations, while grants for other 
disadvantaged groups did not. It may be that racial minorities and women have been more 
likely to establish self-help programs, and thus have been the most -visible to foundation 
staff and trustees. 
Philanthropy is a positive force in Minnesota, as shown by the over 2,500 grants that 
in 1982 benefi tted disadvantaged people. Yet major problems still exist for racial 
minorities, women, the poor and others. As a next step, the Philanthropy Project wants to 
enter into a dialogue with the state's major foundations on how the approximately $17 5 
million they allocate each year can best be put to the best use. To initiate this discussion, 
we put forth the following seven ideas: 
1) Every foundation should track internally the beneficiaries of its grants and 
report annually to the foundation board the percentage funding for 
disadvantaged populations for the previous year. Before each grant decision, 
board members should ask who is the intended beneficiary. 
2) Foundation boards should set goals for funding programs that serve women, 
racial minorities, and other disadvantaged groups. 
3) Foundation boards should re-examine the geographic distribution of their 
grants, and decide whether an exclusively metropolitan focus is adequate to 
meet the foundation's philanthropic goals. 
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4) Where foundations lack the staff or internal capacity to make grants to groups 
serving the disadvantaged, or any particular subgroup, they should consider 
making annual contributions to institutions exclusively dedicated to making 
grants in those areas (for example, the Campaign for Human Development, the 
Harry Davis Foundation, the Governor's Council on Rural Development, the 
Headwaters Fund, the Minnesota Women's Fund, and the Youth Project), or to 
a special program organized for that purpose such as the Minneapolis 
Foundation's Equal Opportunity Fund or the Saint Paul Foundation's Emergency 
Care Fund. Another approach could be annual contributions to federated funds 
such as the United Way, recognizing that half of its expenditures benefit the 
disadvantaged, or the Cooperating Fund Drive, three-fourths of which benefits 
the disadvantaged. 
5) Foundations should publish annual reports that list grant recipients (full name 
and location), grant c:mounts, and the purpose of each grant. This information 
is required on IRS forms. Where appropriate, the intended beneficiary of the 
grant should be listed. In any case, the foundation should also make public its 
application process, grant criteria, trustees, and the name and phone number 
of the designated contact person. This information can be inexpensively 
typed, photocopied, and made available. 
6) Nonprofit organizations should keep records of who benefits from their 
programs with clear, non-overlapping data, and be willing to share this 
information with funders and the public. 
7) Organizations that serve the disadvantaged should make a special effort to 
approach and educate the foundations granting less than $1.5 million per year. 
Some foundations follow 1-5 of the above procedures. The Philanthropy Project seeks 
to influence those that do not. 
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From this point we plan to pursue the dialogue, looking for ways to help maximize 
the beneficial impact of philanthropic dollars on community needs. We look forward to an 
honest exchange of ideas with our friends in the philanthropic community. 
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APPENDIX A 
PHILANTHROPY PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
The Philanthropy Project was formed in 1983 to advocate for an increase in the 
amount of philanthropic dollars that benefit disadvantaged people. The Project has over 
seventy member Minnesota nonprofit organizations, two staff and a twenty-one member 
board. 
The work of the Project is broken down into three main areas, each with its own 
Task Force: Grantmaker Education, Peer Education, and Research, 
Grantmaker Education involves sponsoring events and individual meetings to provide 
foundations with information about organizations that serve the disadvantaged, The 
Project has organized three tours, one in St. Paul and two in Minneapolis, to bring 
foundation and corporate leaders to hear presentations by nonprofit organizations that 
serve the disadvantaged and to see their communities first-hand. At each event, thirty 
executives and trustees receive materials on the organizations and have an opportunity to 
ask questions and respond during a lunch discussion. Philanthropy Project staff and board 
members also meet individually with foundations to discuss issues in philanthropy and 
possible changes in program or emphasis. The Grantmaker Advisory Committee, made up 
of seven corporation and foundation representatives, was formed to provide feedback and 
advice on Project activities and goals. 
Peer Education focuses on the information needs of nonprofit organizations, seeking 
to improve the knowledge base and fundraising skills of organizations that serve the 
disadvantaged. Every other month the Project sponsors a Nonprofit Directors and 
Fundraisers Breakfast, with several speakers addressing a topic such as "Introduction to 
Corporate Fundraising" or "Making the Case for Funding Advocacy." The Philanthropy 
Project Newsletter provides information about grantmaking programs, personnel changes, 
deadlines and publications of interest. The Newsletter is distributed both to grantmakers 
and to nonprofit organizations. 
The Research Task Force looks both at grantmaking and fundraising patterns. The 
research is designed to fill gaps in knowledge about funding for the disadvantaged, and to 
provide a context for a discussion of change in philanthropy. In addition to Minnesota 
Philanthropic Support for the Disadvantaged, the Project is surveying ninety nonprofit 
organizations to determine fundraising resources available, information needs, and grant 
proposal submission and followup patterns. 
The research and production of this study was made possible by the support of the 
Center for Urban and Regional Affairs of the University of Minnesota. 
The Philanthropy Project is supported by membership and workshop fees, and by 
contributio:1s from the Dayton-Hudson Foundation for B. Dalton Bookseller, Dayton and 
Target Stores; General Mills Foundation; Honeywell; Lyman Lumber; Northern States 
Power; Piper, Jaffrey & Hopwood; Pillsbury Company Foundation; the St. Paul Companies; 
and the Saint Paul Foundation. 
Valuable assistance in the preparation of this report was provided by Gary 
Henrickson, Fred Smith, Margy Weber, Wayne Cox and Chris McKee. 
FOUNDATION 
/.?PENDIX B 
MINNF~OTA'S 1982 LARGEST 
GR!.!-:- '1AKING FOUNDATIONS 
----==-==-==--==--=---=--=---=-==-===========--=--==-======-=--------------
The McKnight Foundation 
The Bush Foundation 
Dayton Hudson Foundation & Corporation 
Northwest Area Foundation 
Honeywell Foundation & Corporation 
3M Foundation & Corporation 
.General Mills Foundation 
First Bank System Foundation & Affiliates 
(includes First Bank Minneapolis Foundation) 
The Saint Paul Foundation 
Burlington Northern Foundation 
Norwest Corporation, Foundation & Subsidiaries 
The Saint Paul Companies 
The Pillsbury Company Foundation & Corporation 
Alliss Educational Foundation 
Charles K. Blandin Foundation 
Phillips Foundation 
The Minneapolis Foundation 
Otto Bremer Foundation 
Andersen Foundation 
Deluxe Check Printers Foundation & Corporation 
Northern States Power Company 
Wasie Foundation 
Jerome Foundation 
Ordean Foundation 
Cargill Foundation 
Northwestern Bell Telephone Company 
I. A. O'Shaughnessy Foundation 
F. R. Bigelow Foundation 
B. C. Gamble and P. W. Skogmo Foundation 
(a supporting organization of the Minneapolis Foundation) 
H.B. Fuller Company 
Jostens Foundation and Corporation 
General Service Foundation 
Medtronic Foundation 
IDS Corporation 
Hormel Foundation 
Greystone Foundation 
Bayport Foundation 
Mardag Foundation 
Caridad Gift Trust 
Tozer Foundation 
===========================================-===-=========================== 
APPENDIX C 
FOUNDATIONS INCLUDED IN THE STUDY 
=========================================================-================= 
The McKnight Foundation 
The Bush Foundation 
Dayton Hudson Foundation & Corporation 
Northwest Area Foundation 
Honeywell Foundation 
3M Foundation 
General Mills Foundation 
First Bank System Foundation 
(includes First Bank Minneapolis Foundation) 
The Saint Paul Foundation 
Norwest Corporation & Foundation 
The Saint Paul Companies 
The Pillsbury Company Foundation & Corporation 
Alliss Educational Foundation 
Charles K. Blandin Foundation 
The Minneapolis Foundation 
Otto Bremer Foundation 
Andersen Foundation 
Deluxe Check Printers Foundation 
Northern States Power Company 
Wasie Foundation 
Jerome Foundation 
Ordean Foundation 
Cargill Foundation 
I. A. O'Shaughnessy Foundation 
F. R. Bigelow Foundation 
B. C. Gamble and P. W. Skogmo Foundation 
(a supporting organization of the Minneapolis Foundation) 
H.B. Fuller Company 
Jostens Foundation and Corporation 
General Service Foundation 
Medtronic Foundation 
Hormel Foundation 
Mardag Foundation 
Tozer Foundation 
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APPENDIX E 
DESCRIPTION OF METHODOLOGY AND RESEARCH PROBLEMS 
The Summary Data Sheet is located in Appendix D. The upper part identifies the 
foundation, the fiscal year for the grants included, and the source of the data. This 
source can either be the Annual Report, the 990 IRS form or direct information provided 
by the foundation/corporation itself. 
Column I is reserved for the recipient organization's name, column II for the amount 
of the grant, and column III for the purpose of the grant. This last column is important 
because it provides the information necessary to identify the grants that were allocated 
to the disadvantaged but were given to organizations with another purpose. The location 
code, explaining the geographic location of the recipient organization, is in column IV. 
The next three columns (V, VI, VII) are labeled Racial Minorities, Women, and Other 
Disadvantaged and each of those columns is divided into three sub-columns with the 
numbers 1, 2, and 3. Each grant is categorized: 
• In its respective column (RM, W, OD) based on who the intended beneficiaries 
are; and, 
• In its respective sub-column (1, 2, or 3) based on the governance of the 
organization which received the grant: 
1: If the organization is controlled by its constituency. 
2: If the organization is not controlled by its constituency. 
3: If the organization is not specifically for the disadvantaged. 
There are several factors that were taken into consideration in setting categories. 
If a grant benefited a mixed constituency, e.g., racial minority plus low income and/or 
qualified for more than one group, the grant was placed in the grouping that would 
represent the highest degree of self-determination. For example, if the grant was given 
to a low income people controlied organization for the purpose of helping a racial 
minority group, the grant was classified as "Other Disadvantaged l" and not as "Racial 
Minority 3." If a grant qualified equally for more than one grouping, e.g., Women of 
Nations, Racial Minority, and Women, the grant was classified following the order of the 
data sheet, Racial Minority instead of Women, Women instead of Other Disadvantaged. 
Day care was judged a women's issue. While it is true that both men and women 
benefit from grants given to day care, we considered women to be the primary 
beneficiaries. In many rural areas the day care center doubles as the unofficial women's 
center. In Minnesota, 10 percent of the total family households are run by single mothers; 
in most two-parent families, day care, even if it is shared by both parents is, ultimately, 
the responsibility of the mother. 
In addition, federated giving was treated differently. Because the federated giving 
programs represent many different beneficiary groups, can be very large, and represent a 
major share of philanthropic ,support for the disadvantaged, they required close 
examination. The major federated fund drive is the United Way, which in turn makes 
grants to thousands of social service organizations through separate drives in each 
metropolitan area. The Philanthropy Project made every effort to find out the proportion 
of United Way money that benefits the disadvantaged, but a single figure on who benefits 
from United Way funds was elusive. By analyzing United Way agencies and grants, 
applying the same procedures this study used to identify the beneficiaries of foundations, 
talking with United Way staff, and by using figures on client populations and other 
information that the United Way made available, we estimated that from 35 to 45 percent 
of United Way funds in St. Paul and Minneapolis benefit the disadvantaged. For simplicity 
(and assuming the best case), this study used a uniform figure and allocated 50 percent of 
each grant given United Way affiliates, including those outside of the Twin Cities. These 
were all placed under the grouping "Other Disadvantaged 3." 
Based on specific information that is collected by the Cooperating Fund Drive, also 
in the Twin Cities, from its member organizations on an annual basis, it was established 
that 77 percent of the money given to the Cooperating Fund Drive is for the benefit of 
the disadvantaged. Because the CFO Board and member organizations' boards are 
representative of their constituencies, each grant given the Cooperating Fund Drive was 
grouped as "Other Disadvantaged l •11 
Loans to organizations, even if to organizations that serve the disadvantaged, were 
not included because they are not a permanent grant of funds. In 1982 Minnesota 
foundations had assets of $1.76 billion, which was invested to produce interest income for 
grants. Most foundations use their investments to generate the greatest return on their 
assets, and do not invest foundation funds to achieve other goals. Several foundations 
made substantial program related investments to benefit low income people, often on a 
low or no rate of return to the foundation, but this was not the subject of this research. 
Grants to organizations concerned with human disease were grouped "Other 
Disadvantaged" if the organization or the grant purpose was to provide services to people 
now handicapped by the disease and fitting the definition of disadvantaged. Grants for 
research prevention or for educating the general public were not included because the 
intended beneficiaries are potential future disease victims but not now disadvantaged. 
Thus, a grant to Courage Center would be included, but a grant for the Association for the 
Prevention of Blindness or the Foundation for Kidney Research would not. Chemical 
dependency was not included because sufferers do not fall within the disadvantaged 
definition, and are spread among all eqmomic classes. 
Grants to educational institutions for scholarship purposes were included only if they 
were specifically intended for racial minorities, women or low income. Guidelines for 
eligibility for these scholarships are broad. Low income is generally defined as a family 
of four with an income of $10,000 or less, while families eligible for student aid can have 
family income as high as $4-0,000. 
While we used the Minnesota Council on Foundations' list of large grantors to 
identify the forty largest, the total individual figures and the list of grants for some 
foundations are not identical to those used by the Minnesota Council on Foundations. 
Foundations have different fiscal years and their annual reports often cover portions of 
two different consecutive years, making strict adherence to a 1982 calendar year 
impossible. 
Correlation Between Size of Foundation and 
Percentage Giving to Disadvantaged 
FOUNDATION SIZE BY TOTAL AMOUNT OF GRANTS IN 1982 
More than 25% 
of total giving 
to disadvantaged 
Less than 25% 
of total giving 
to disadvantaged 
Less Than 
$1.5 million 
5 
11 
More Than 
$1.5 million 
13 
4 
The chi-square for this table is 55.6, indicating a high degree of correlation. The 
total sample was thirty-three foundations; sixteen made less than $1.5 million in 1982 
grants, and seventeen made more than $1.5 million. 
APPENDIX F 
TABLE I 
PERCENTAGES OF TOTAL DOLLARS GRANTED TO RACIAL MINORITIES BY GOVERNANCE 
Percentages are in rank order. 
Each column ranks individually. 
Other 
Organizations 
Constituency Serves the Programs for Control Disadvantaged Disadvantaged 
I 2 3 
I 15.9 I 2.5 I 9.9 2 15.9 2 1.5 2 6.5 3 12.2 3 1.4 3 3.0 4 7.5 4 1.0 4 2.9 5 7.3 5 1.0 5 2.4 6 5.8 6 0.6 6 1.9 7 5.3 7 0.5 7 1.8 8 4.6 8 0.4 8 1 .8 9 4.5 9 0.4 9 1.6 
10 4.4 10 0.4 10 1.5 11 4.3 11 0.2 11 I.I 12 3.9 12 0.2 12 0.9 13 3.7 13 0. I 13 0.8 14 3.7 14 0. I 14 0.8 15 3.4 15 0 15 0.5 16 3.4 16 0 16 0.4 
*17 3. 1 *17 0 *17 0.4 18 3.0 18 0 18 0.3 19 2.7 19 0 19 0.2 20 2.6 20 0 20 0. I 21 2.5 21 0 21 0 22 2.2 22 0 22 0 23 1.6 23 0 23 0 24 1.3 24 0 24 0 25 1.1 25 0 25 0 26 0.2 26 0 26 0 27 0. I 27 0 27 0 28 0. I 28 0 28 0 29 0 29 0 29 0 30 0 30 0 30 0 31 0 31 0 31 0 32 0 32 0 32 0 33 0 33 0 33 0 
* 
Median score 
APPE~,JIX F 
TAfLE 2 
PERCENTAGES OF TOTAL DOLLARS GRANTEL TO WOMEN BY GOVERNANCE 
Percentages are in rank order. 
Each column ranks individually. 
Other 
Organizations 
Constituency Serves the Programs for 
Control Disadvantaged Disadvantaged 
1 2 3 
1 12.5 1 0.7 1 3.8 
2 8.9 2 0.8 2 3.3 
3 7.6 3 0.7 3 2.2 
4 7.3 4 0.7 4 1.6 
5 6.9 5 0.7 5 1.1 
6 5.7 6 0.5 6 0.8 
7 5.4 7 0.4 7 0.5 
8 4.8 8 0.3 8 0.5 
9 4.7 9 0.2 9 0.5 
10 4.7 10 0.1 10 0.4 
11 4.5 11 0.1 11 0.3 
12 2.6 12 0.1 12 0.3 
13 2.6 13 o. 1 13 0.3 
14 2.2 14 0 14 0.1 
15 2.1 15 0 15 o. 1 
16 1.9 16 0 16 0.1 
*17 1.9 *17 0 *17 0 
18 · 1 .8 18 0 18 0 
19 1.7 19 0 19 0 
20 1.6 20 0 20 0 
21 1.6 21 0 21 0 
22 1 .3 22 0 22 0 
23 1.2 23 0 23 0 
24 1.1 24 0 24 0 
25 0.1 25 0 25 0 
26 0.9 26 0 26 0 
27 0.7 27 0 27 0 
28 0.7 28 0 28 0 
29 0.7 29 0 29 0 
30 0.4 30 0 30 0 
31 o. 1 31 0 31 0 
32 0 32 0 32 0 
33 0 33 0 33 0 
* 
Median score 
APPENDIX F 
TABLE 3 
PERCENTAGES OF TOTAL DOLLARS GRANTED TO OTHER DISADVANTAGED BY GOVERNANCE 
Percentages are in rank order. 
Each column ranks individually. 
Other 
Organizations 
Constituency Serves the Programs for 
Control Disadvantaged Disadvantaged 
1 2 3 
1 22.1 1 40.4 1 22.0 
2 6.7 2 23.5 2 20.6 
3 4. 1 3 21.1 3 19.3 
4 2.9 4 19.4 4 19.0 
5 2.8 5 10.7 5 18.2 
6 2.8 6 10.5 6 17. 1 
7 2.5 7 9.6 7 16.7 
8 2.3 8 9.2 8 12.8 
9 2.2 9 8.9 9 11.2 
10 1.5 10 7.7 10 10.8 
11 1.1 11 7.6 11 10.4 
12 0.9 12 6.8 12 8.7 
13 0.8 13 6.6 13 7.7 
14 0.8 14 6.1 14 7.0 
15 0.8 15 5.4 15 6.7 
16 0.8 16 5.1 16 6.5 
*17 0.8 *17 4.8 *17 5.7 
18 0.7 18 4.3 18 5.4 
19 0.5 19 3.8 19 4.0 
20 0.4 20 3.6 20 3.8 
21 0.4 21 3.3 21 3.7 
22 0.3 22 2.9 22 3.1 
23 0.3 23 2.5 23 3.0 
24 0.3 24 2.3 24 1.9 
25 0.2 25 2.3 25 1.7 
26 0 26 2.3 26 1.6 
27 0 27 1.9 27 0.7 
28 0 28 1 .o 28 0.7 
29 0 29 0 29 0.5 
30 0 30 0 30 0.1 
31 0 31 0 31 0 
32 0 . 32 0 32 0 
33 0 33 0 33 0 
* 
Median score 
APPENDIX F 
TABLE 4 
PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DOLLARS GRANTED TO DISADVANTAGED PERCENTAGES OF 
BY CONSTITUENCY TOTAL DOLLARS 
GRANTED TO THE 
DISADVANTAGED 
Percentages are in rank order. 
Percentages are 
Each column ranks individually. in rank order. 
Racial Other Overall 
Minorities Women Disadvantaged Total 
1 2 3 
1 17.6 1 12.5 1 63.9 1 78.7 
2 17. 1 2 11 .8 2 40.0 2 57.6 
3 14.0 3 9.4 3 34.5 3 51.0 
4 10.4 4 8.9 4 34.1 4 43.0 
5 10.2 5 7.6 5 28.4 5 40.2 
6 10.0 6 7.3 6 27.5 6 39.3 
7 9.9 7 6.9 7 27.0 7 34.7 
8 8.3 8 6.2 8 26.1 8 33.8 
9 7.4 9 5.9 9 26.0 9 32.4 
10 6.3 10 5.0 10 24.5 10 31.1 
11 6.2 11 4.6 11 22.1 11 30.9 
12 6.1 12 3.4 12 18.6 12 30.0 
13 5.6 13 3.1 13 17 .5 13 29.4 
14 5.5 14 3.0 14 15.9 14 29.3 
15 5.3 15 2.8 15 15.6 15 28.6 
16 4.5 16 2.7 16 14.5 16 28.1 
*17 4.0 *17 2.7 *17 14.2 *17 26.0 
18 3.9 18 2.1 18 14.0 18 21.8 
19 3.4 19 2.1 19 13.5 19 20.0 
20 3.2 20 1 .8 20 11.6 20 19.7 
21 3. 1 21 1.6 21 11.3 21 16.6 
22 3.0 22 1.6 22 11.2 22 12.s 
23 2.5 23 1.4 23 7.1 23 11. 7 
24 2.2 24 1.3 24 5.6 24 10.8 
25 2.2 25 1.3 25 4.9 25 10. 1 
26 1 .6 26 1.2 26 3.8 26 8.6 
27 1 .3 27 1.0 27 3.2 27 8. 1 
28 1.1 28 0.9 28 2.6 28 7.5 
29 0.1 29 0.8 29 1.9 29 4.3 
30 0 30 0.8 30 1.7 30 3.8 
31 0 31 0.7 31 0.7 31 3.6 
32 0 32 o. 1 32 0 32 3.4 
33 0 33 0 33 0 33 1.6 
* 
Median score 
